In this article we investigate the relation between discourse markers and turntransition strategies in face-to-face conversations and Instant Messaging (IM), that is, unplanned, real-time, text-based, computer-mediated communication. By means of a quantitative corpus study of utterances containing a discourse marker, we show that utterance-final discourse markers are used more often in IM than in face-to-face conversations. Moreover, utterance-final discourse markers are shown to occur more often at points of turn-transition compared with points of turn-maintenance in both types of conversation. From our results we conclude that the discourse markers in utterance-final position can function as a turn-transition mechanism, signaling that the turn is over and the floor is open to the hearer. We argue that this linguistic turntaking strategy is essentially similar in face-to-face and IM communication.
Introduction
In decades of language research, the difference between spoken and written language has always been emphasized. Speech is typically assumed to be a fast, transient, interactive, informal, and unplanned way of communication; writing is typically considered to be persistent through space and time, slow, unidirectional, planned, and formal. However, the properties typically associated with speech and writing are not exclusively associated with either of the media: many researchers have argued that the spoken/ written distinction is not absolute (e.g., Baron, 2005; Biber, 1991; Chafe & Danielewicz, 1987; Chafe & Tannen, 1987; Koch & Oesterreicher, 2001; Roberts & Street, 1998) . The emergence of computermediated communication (CMC) has challenged the dichotomy between speech and writing even further. According to Baron (2010, p. 2) , a "persistent question intriguing Internet researchers has been whether the stylistic features of CMC are more like those of informal speech or paradigmatic writing," but interpreting this (abundant) literature appears to be challenging because it very often "generalizes across different genres of CMC (e.g., e-mail, chat, web pages), while usage patterns across genres may show considerable disparity." Multiparty CMC (many-to-many), for instance, is very different in nature from dyadic (one-to-one) CMC, especially in the area of discourse structure and coherence. Whereas text chat generally constitutes many-to-many communication (Garcia & Jacobs, 1999) , Instant Messaging (IM) is typically one-to-one (dyadic message exchange) (Baron, 2010; O'Neill & Martin, 2003) .
Of all types of (text-based) CMC, IM comes closest to ordinary face-to-face (FTF) communication with respect to message processing (Baron, 2004; Herring, 2010; Jones & Schieffelin, 2009 ) and has been described as more like speech than like writing (Baron, 1998 (Baron, , 2010 Crystal, 2001) . Messages in IM are
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Medium-dependent conversational management
When managing the conversation flow in FTF interaction, speech partners make use of both the visual and auditory channel. They know when it is appropriate to take the turn by means of a range of cooccurring factors, such as falling intonation, stress, grammatical structure, posture, gesture, and gaze (Eggins & Slade, 1997; Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974; Stivers et al., 2009) . Examining the interaction of intonation, pauses, and complete syntactic units, Wennerstrom and Siegel (2003) conclude that it is a complex interaction of the three that indicates a speaker's turn has ended and the floor is open. Seminal work in conversation analysis has introduced the notions of turn-constructional units (TCUs) and transition relevance places (TRPs) (for an overview see, e.g., Fetzer, 2004, pp. 153-158; Ford & Thompson, 1996; Selting, 2001) . Schegloff (1996, p. 55) argues that TCUs "can constitute possibly complete turns; on their possible completion, transition to a next speaker becomes relevant (although not necessarily accomplished)." TCUs are not linguistic units but "are defined with regard to phonological, syntactic and semantic units: tone units, lexical expressions, grammatical constructions, phrases, clauses, information units and idea units" (Fetzer, 2004, p. 155) .
The question of how this process of (local) conversational management takes place in CMC has attracted the attention of a number of researchers. Anderson, Beard, and Walther (2010, pp. 1 -2) formulate the research question as follows: "Is turn-taking systematically different in computer-mediated communication ( . . . ), or do participants adapt the methods and techniques of face-to-face ( . . . ) conversation? How is interactional coherence between turns maintained in an environment devoid of nonverbal cues?" We first briefly review work on turn management in CMC overall before turning to studies focusing more specifically on turn-taking mechanisms in IM. Because it is important to clarify how the units of analysis underlying these turn-taking mechanisms can be compared, we specifically address the question what a turn in IM is and how it can be compared with a turn in FTF communication.
Turn management in CMC
In their study comparing turn-taking systems in CMC and oral conversation, Garcia and Jacobs (1999) observed that turn-taking, turn-allocation, and repair diverge substantially across the two media.
Strikingly, (quasi-synchronous) CMC allows for multiple conversational threads, which may give rise to so-called phantom adjacency pairs (p. 354) , where the order of the sequences appearing in the posting box does not correspond to what was intended by the participants. This may result in difficulties for the participants to interpret the messages in their sequential context. However, because participants in chat rooms are aware of this, Garcia and Jacobs argue that there is indeed a turn-taking system at work but of a different nature, requiring organizing the conversational activity accordingly. Regarding this same problem of local turn management in CMC, Herring (1999, p. 2) refers to two main obstacles: "lack of simultaneous feedback" and "disrupted turn adjacency," that is, phantom adjacency in Garcia and Jacob's words. The former results from the participants' inability in CMC to monitor the message production process, for example, through simultaneous feedback. These characteristics of one-way CMC (where messages are sent one at a time) have lead Cherny (1999) to challenge the utility altogether of turn-taking models for the description of CMC interaction, giving preference to the notion of "shared floor" (p. 174) with reduced interactional coherence, especially in the case of "multithreading" (different simultaneous conversations) in multiuser dimension conversations. Similarly, in his study of synchronous multiparty text-based chat, Simpson (2005, p. 337) introduces the notion of "conversational floor" that "emerges as an organizing principle in preference to models of conversation based on turn taking," because of the lack of coordination of turn transfer (see also Ong, 2011) . Rather than rejecting the notion of turn-taking system, Condon and Čech (2010, pp. 3 -4) observe that "turn management strategies appear to be numerous and complex, yet they are general and flexible enough to adapt to an endless variety of contexts," including synchronous and asynchronous CMC, where these strategies tend to be more explicit than in FTF conversations (Condon & Čech, 2001; Nash, 2005 , cited by Condon & Čech, 2010) .
There has been strikingly less research on turn management mechanisms in IM. Even more, the mechanisms mostly studied in IM concern floor-holding rather than floor-yielding (e.g., Baron 2010; Mackiewicz & Lam 2009 ). For example, Berglund (2009) found that occasional occurrences of disrupted turn adjacency in dyadic IM conversations do not necessarily lead to misunderstandings, because, among other things, information about the timing of messages and about when others are typing are helpful cues to logically reorder so-called intertwined threads. Another useful strategy to maintain coherence in IM interaction she reports is sequencing, for example, replicating a sequence of adjacent questions in the structure of the reply, even if these sequences are occasionally disrupted.
Turns in speech and IM
Building on this previous work on turn management in CMC, we restrict our study to a comparison of turn-transition mechanisms in FTF and IM conversation. This requires that we clearly define what we mean by turn both in FTF and in IM conversations. In line with conversational analysis, we define a turn in FTF conversation as the language used by a speaker while he or she holds the floor before ceding it or being interrupted by another interlocutor. Note that we do not consider backchannels as interrupting the speaker's turn (unless they cause the speaker to give up their turn); see example (1). Of course, turns may contain several TCUs (explicitly indicated in Turn 1 of example 1).
Adjacency pairs, then, are the basic units of conversation (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973) . They are composed of two parts (two turns), performed by two different speakers, where part 2 is dependent on part 1. In between the two parts, where transition to a next speaker is relevant, is the so-called transition-relevance place (see underlined TCUs in Turns 3 and 4). Thus, in example (1), an FTF conversation about noisy houses, Turn 1 is not interrupted by B's two backchannels or at the TRP marked by A's use of the confirmation marker hè. Turn 2 is an attempt by B to take over the turn, which is abandoned in favor of A's Turn 3 and taken over by B in Turn 4. yes but the uh the neighbours here uh on this side they must be annoyed uh now by uh uh at least when you walk with hard soles uh on the wooden floor.
[CGN fn000250]
Baron (2010, pp. 6 -7) introduces the notions of transmission unit (TU), utterance, and sequence, which she defines as follows:
. TU: A segment of text that is composed and sent by one member of the IM conversational dyad.
Linguistically, a TU may correspond to one or more sentences or to a sentence fragment. . Utterance: A sentence in IM consisting of at least one independent clause or clause fragment. . Sequence: One or more IM transmissions sent seriatim by the same interlocutor.
Jones and Schieffelin (2009) take a similar perspective, although by using different terminology. They define "each sent message [i.e. each time a user hits the return key] as an utterance, and a continuous series of utterances from a single user as a turn" (Jones & Schieffelin, 2009, p. 82) . Both argue that despite clear differences in temporal organization, IM conversations are very similar to FTF conversations with respect to the basic architecture of turn-taking (Baron, 2004; Jones & Schieffelin, 2009) .
In this study, we follow Baron (2010) in our use of the terms TU and utterance. As illustrated in example (2) (the DIM corpus will be presented in Section "Corpus selection and data extraction"), there is no one-toone mapping between TUs and utterances: One TU can consist of multiple utterances, like in Turn 1 and Turn 5 of the example, whereas one utterance can also consist of multiple TUs, such as TUs 2 and 3 in Turn 4. 
Serieus
We use the notion turn in the sense of Jones and Schieffelin (2009) , that is, a continuous series of IM TUs from a single user. Each turn consists of minimally one IM TU. This is illustrated in example (3), an IM conversation on baton twirling (taken from the DIM corpus). Adopting the same rule for backchanneling as for FTF conversation, we see that participant A's turn is not interrupted by B's first two backchannels, rather B takes over the floor with a question after A's signal that she's done with her turn (maar ja 'oh well'). but why can't she toss illusions?
Turn endings in IM
As already mentioned, we want to focus on the way conversational partners adapt to the communicative attributes of IM in their turn management. More specifically, we want to concentrate on the impact of IM interaction being one-way (Anderson et al., 2010; Cherny, 1999; Herring, 1999) , which makes it more difficult to anticipate the end of a turn. In another type of one-way communication, namely short-wave radio communication, this problem is alleviated by the use of an explicit "end-of-message signal," in English usually over (comparison taken from Taboada, 2006) . Hancock and Dunham (2001) performed a dyadic CMC experiment in which messages were continually streamed onto the addressee's computer screen character by character (making it comparable with an IM environment). They showed that turn allocation was more efficient if conversational partners could make use of an explicit turn marker, for example, a keystroke designating the end of a message than if no such keystroke was available. Taboada (2006) reached comparable results in an experimental study of turn-organization in spoken task-oriented conversation without visual contact in which speakers either indicated their turn ends by pressing a key on a keyboard ("push-to-talk" condition) or no mechanical intervention was needed to mark turn transitions ("crosstalk" condition). In the latter condition, she found that instead of gaze or gestures, speakers used pauses, DMs, and questions to manage turn transitions; when turn-taking was controlled via the computer, however, the frequency of these features decreased.
The question we address in this corpus-based study is whether IM leads participants to use specific linguistic expressions as turn-ending markers. Comparing IM with spoken FTF interaction, we expect specific turn-organizational cues to take over in IM, in particular the syntactic structure of the utterance and the variable syntactic position that DMs can take. Wennerstrom and Siegel (2003) have classified DMs together with other syntactic devices that help in turn taking. Here, we investigate to what extent they may be used specifically in IM to yield the next turn.
DMs as turn-transition devices
DMs are linguistic expressions of varying syntactic type (conjunctions, adverbials, prepositional, verbal or nominal phrases, etc.) . Their primary function is pragmatic in nature: They relate their host utterance to the surrounding discourse situation (Fischer, 2000a; Levinson, 1983; Schiffrin, 1987) . As such, DMs can play three roles: contributing to discourse organization (textual coherence), speaker -hearer interaction (interpersonal meanings), and/or speaker attitudes (epistemic meanings) (see also Brinton, 2006; Degand, Cornillie, & Pietrandrea, 2013; Fischer, 2006 ; among many others). Four examples of Dutch DMs are given in (4) - (7) It has been shown that DM meanings vary with their position in the utterance (Barth-Weingarten & Couper-Kuhlen, 2002; Degand, 2011a Degand, , 2014 Degand & Fagard, 2011; Mulder & Thompson, 2008) . More precisely, utterance-initial (see example (4)) and utterance-final (see example (7)) positions tend to favor specific meanings, thus attracting specific linguistic expressions (Beeching & Detges, 2014a) .
Recent work on utterance-final DMs in a variety of languages seems to indicate that DMs in this position serve mainly to express so-called intersubjective meanings 3 (Barth-Weingarten & CouperKuhlen, 2002; Degand, 2011a Degand, , 2011b Degand, , 2014 Haselow, 2011 Haselow, , 2012 Haugh, 2008; Kim & Jahnke, 2011; 3 In spoken language; to our knowledge, such analyses have not been performed for CMC. McGloin & Konishi, 2010; Mulder & Thompson, 2008; Saigo, 2011; Strauss & Xiang, 2009; Yap, Wang, & Lam, 2010) . Following Traugott (2010) , intersubjectivity is to be understood as the orientation toward the addressee and addressee's face 4 (see also Brems, Ghesquière, & Van de Velde, 2012) . With respect to utterance-final DMs, this includes interpersonal uses where the speaker orients the utterance toward the addressee's attitude and expectations but also interactional uses involving conversation management (which are the focus of this article). For instance, Mulder and Thompson (2008) note that the diachronic move from utterance-initial to utterance-final but changed its conversational function from a turn-continuing connective to a turn-yielding discourse particle; the same goes for the use of utterance-initial and utterance-final though (Barth-Weingarten & Couper-Kuhlen, 2002) . Degand (2011a Degand ( , 2014 ) observes a similar use for French utterance-final alors ('so/then') and donc ('so') and Dutch utterance-final dus ('so'), which mostly mark turnendings, hence functioning as turn-transition devices or at least to signal "a speaker's readiness to relinquish a turn" (see also Schiffrin, 1987, p. 218) . Fischer (2000b) addresses the question whether DMs (discourse particles in her words) are specific turn-taking signals. On the basis of a qualitative study of log screens, she concludes no DMs function as a turn-taking or turn-yielding device per se but that the contextually variable meanings of DMs may serve as a justification for keeping or yielding the floor.
Rationale for this study
In this study, we focus on the relation between the function of DMs and their structural position in FTF and IM conversations. More specifically, we investigate whether there is a relation between the syntactic position of DMs and turn-taking strategies. Do speakers use DMs for floor management purposes, that is, do speakers use utterance-final 5 DMs to signal that they yield the conversation to their interlocutor? If utterance-final DMs indeed fulfill such a turn-yielding function, we should find an increased proportion of utterance-final (as opposed to nonfinal) DMs at turn endings. Furthermore, we expect utterance-final DMs to occur at turn endings more often in IM than in FTF communication to compensate for the lack of other contextual turn-taking signals that speakers can use in spoken conversation management, such as gaze, gesture, and intonation.
Our study focuses on the use of four common DMs in spoken Dutch: dan (< 'then'), dus (< 'so'), toch (< 'anyhow', 'after all'), and eigenlijk (< 'actually', 'really'). From a syntactic point of view, these DMs can all be used as adverbial conjuncts. In addition, all four DMs display variation over three syntactic positions: In speech, they can occur in utterance-initial position as well as in utteranceinternal and utterance-final position (see examples (4) - (7) above). From a semantic point of view, dan and dus have been described as temporal and consequential relational markers, respectively; toch and eigenlijk are so-called expectation markers (Aijmer & Simon-Vandenbergen, 2004 . Whereas toch has previously been described explicitly as a turn-management device in spoken Dutch (Kirsner & van Heuven, 1996) , to our knowledge this has not been done for the other markers (but see Degand, 2011ab , on dus in utterance-final position in spoken Dutch). It is not our purpose in this article to discuss the meanings of the four DMs in detail. Rather, our goal is to give a quantitative analysis of the interplay between medium, turn-taking, and the structural position of DMs, irrespective of their specific semantics. 6 4 Degand and Fagard (2012) argue that the notion of intersubjectivity should be extended to account for so-called metatextual relations too (such as digressions, reformulations, or metadiscursive comments), because they ''materialize the strategic interaction between speaker and hearer and reflect the active role of the speaker to orient and to guide the hearer in his interpretational tasks' (Carlier & De Mulder, 2010, p. 269 ; see also Breban, 2010) . 5 To avoid terminological confusion, we use the term "utterance" to refer to a sentence consisting of at least one independent clause or clause fragment in the IM data and to a grammatically or pragmatically complete TCU in the FTF data. 6 For semantic studies of the DMs under investigation, see and Mortier and Degand (2009) 
A quantitative corpus-based analysis
In this section, we take a quantitative corpus-based approach to investigate the interplay between turn-taking, medium type, and the structural position of DMs in Dutch conversational management. We focus mainly on the structural properties of utterances and turns; we do not take into account other possibly relevant factors in turn transition strategies (such as pauses, gaze, and intonation) here, because these are either incomparable between the medium types (e.g., pauses) or unavailable for one of the medium types (e.g., gaze and intonation). In the following section we describe how we extracted the data from the relevant corpora; subsequent sections address the way in which the data were annotated for syntactic position and turn endings, after which we turn to the statistical analysis.
Corpus selection and data extraction
Transcriptions of spoken material were extracted from the Netherlandic part of the CGN; the data were taken from the component of spontaneous FTF conversations. IM data were extracted from the DIM corpus ), a database containing over 500 spontaneously produced, mostly dyadic peer-to-peer conversations collected in the Netherlands. The DIM corpus contains more than 23,000 TUs produced by over 80 speakers. In terms of utterance length, the selected CGN component (M ¼ 6.42 words, SD ¼ 6.7, median ¼ 5, IQR ¼ 8) closely resembles the DIM corpus (M ¼ 6.88 words, SD ¼ 6.4, median ¼ 5, IQR ¼ 7). We automatically extracted all occurrences of the four DMs from the two selected (sub)corpora by using the DMs as search terms (as well as frequently used IM spelling variants, e.g., duzzz/tog/eik). Table 1 gives the absolute and relative frequencies of occurrence of the DMs per corpus.
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From these search results, we randomly selected 100 occurrences of each DM per corpus and extracted the utterances in which these DMs occurred from the respective (sub)corpus.
8 Single-word utterances consisting of the DM only were excluded. We controlled for the age of the interlocutors by limiting our extraction of FTF data to younger speakers (18 -24 years).
Annotation I: Syntactic position
For each of the 800 DM occurrences, the syntactic position of the DM was determined relative to the utterance it occurred in. We thereby distinguished three positions, basing ourselves on the classification The relative frequency of DMs is higher in FTF conversations than in IM. A comparable medium difference is reported in Condon and Čech (2007) , who found that the discourse-structuring use of English ok is much less frequent in text-based CMC than in FTF communication. They hypothesize that when processing demands increase (e.g., typing vs. speaking), conversational partners prefer more explicit discourse management strategies.
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From the 400 utterances extracted from the DIM corpus, 394 utterances came from dyadic conversations, whereas 6 utterances were produced in multiparty conversations. To make sure these few multiparty instances did not alter the attested pattern, we ran all statistical analyses on both the full and the reduced data set (the remaining 394 utterances). Because these yielded similar results, we only report the results on the full data set. scheme of Degand (2014) . 9 Coding was performed double blind on the basis of operationalized criteria (with explication of ambiguous cases) by two independent annotators (Cohen's k ¼ .937, SE ¼ .02). Cases of disagreement were discussed among the authors until agreement was reached (see also Spooren & Degand, 2010) .
Utterance-initial DMs. Utterance-initial DMs occur in the left periphery, that is, the most leftward positional slot of the utterance, outside the argument structure of the verb (see also Degand, 2014, p. 154) . DMs preceded by another DM (en dan 'and [dan]', maar eigenlijk 'but [eigenlijk]') were also counted as utterance-initial. An example of utterance-initial dan from each corpus is given in (8) Utterance-medial DMs. Utterance-medial DMs are internal to the argument structure, that is, they occur after the finite verb (or, in subordinate clauses, after the subject) and before the remaining (parts of the) verb(s), such as a verb particle, a participle, or a nonfinite verb. An example of utterance-medial toch from each corpus is given in (9): Utterance-final DMs. Utterance-final DMs occur in the right periphery, that is, to the right of the utterance, outside the argument structure of the verb. DMs followed by another DM (e.g., dan hè 'then hey') were also counted as final. FTF and IM examples of utterance-final eigenlijk are given in (10) Ambiguous cases. Besides syntactically and semantically complete utterances, spontaneous conversations also contain all kinds of discontinuities (interruptions, reformulations, hesitations), which may yield incomplete utterances, for example, utterances without a verb, as illustrated in (11) (taken from the spoken data set).
(11) de effe kijken dus uh elf kinderen.
[CGN fn000526] let's see [dus] uh eleven children
In such cases where the classification scheme did not apply, we determined the position of the DM on the basis of linearity: the DM in (11) was therefore counted as utterance-medial. We attested much less syntactically/semantically incomplete utterances in the IM data than incomplete utterances in the FTF data. This is not surprising, given that the way in which discourse unfolds over time differs between FTF and IM communication. Unlike in FTF interaction, the channel is not used continuously for information exchange between dyads in IM: In other words, IM conversations build up TU-by-TU, as opposed to word-by-word (or rather phoneme-by-phoneme) in FTF interaction. As a result, chances of someone breaking off an utterance in the making because of an interruption are smaller in IM. The DIM corpus does contain a few examples of utterance breaks, that is, utterances chunked into sequences of TUs (see, e.g., example (2) above), but most utterance chunks in the DIM corpus (and all the utterance chunks in our subset) constitute independent clauses (see also Baron, 2010) , in which the position of the DM was relatively easy to determine.
Another ambiguous case is given in (12A). The three dots in the CGN transcript give rise to the idea that this TCU is unfinished. In cases like these, we looked up the transcription of the rest of the conversation; see example (12B). 
I get up at 7 tomorrow
The continuation of the conversation reveals that a different speaker takes over the turn; hence, the TCU finished here; in such cases, dus was coded as utterance-final DM. If the same speaker continued a seemingly unfinished TCU, as in (13), the three dots were interpreted as a pause and the two clauses were treated as chunks of the same TCU. Dus then occurs in the initial position of the second clause of the TCU; in such cases, dus was coded as utterance-initial. Figure 1 shows the overall frequency distribution of the four DMs over the three utterance positions. As can be seen from Figure 1 , none of the four DMs occurs predominantly in utterance-final position: The expectation markers eigenlijk and toch seem to occur more in the utterance-medial position, whereas the relational markers dus and dan seem more frequent in the utterance-initial position (which makes sense given their semantics). Also, there is some variation in the proportion of utterance-final occurrences between individual DMs: dus seems more resistant to the utterance-final position than the other three DMs. These distributional differences between individual DMs, however, are not the focus of the current study: We concentrate on the function of utterance-final DMs with respect to conversation management. In what follows, DMs in utterance-initial and utterance-medial position are therefore collapsed into utterance-nonfinal DMs.
In Figure 2 the frequency distribution of the four DMs in utterance-final and nonfinal position is shown separately for FTF (top) and IM (bottom) conversations. As can be seen from Figure 2 , all DMs occur 
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utterance-finally more often in IM than in FTF conversations. A statistical analysis confirms this picture (x 2 (1, n ¼ 800) ¼ 23.8, p , .001): Utterance-final DMs occur more often than expected in IM (z ¼ 3.16).
Data annotation II: Turn endings
For each of the 400 TCUs and 400 IM utterances containing a DM, it was determined whether or not it occurred at the end of a turn. As explained earlier, turns in IM are determined in terms of TUs rather than utterances, and TUs and utterances do not constitute one-to-one pairs. This means that only if a DM utterance is (1) the last or (2) the sole utterance within a TU, it qualifies as possibly turn-final; if not, it was necessarily counted as nonfinal. For all utterances the conversation was looked up in the respective (sub)corpus. If the same speaker also produced the next utterance, the utterance was counted as nonturn-final; if the next utterance was produced by a different speaker, it was counted as turn-final. Coding was performed double blind on the basis of a written instruction file by two independent annotators who were unaware of the research question (Cohen's k ¼ .816, SE ¼ .03); cases of disagreement between the annotators were resolved through discussion between the authors. An example of a nonturn-final DM utterance is given in (14) After both of the DM utterances produced by A, B produces the next TU. Hence, both are classified as turn-final. The IM data lack sufficiently detailed information to assess whether two TUs from different dyads were produced seriatim or simultaneously. The DIM corpus contains automatically saved transcriptions collected through various IM programs (e.g., MSN messenger, Google chat, ICQ). All these programs have an "is typing" indicator during the online conversation, but this "is typing" information is lost in the transcriptions. Most transcriptions do include time stamps, but these only provide information about the moment the TU was sent. In addition, time stamps include hours and minutes but not always seconds. To determine whether or not a TU was turn-final, the annotators could therefore not always rely on the sequential order of TUs as represented in the IM transcripts. An example of such sequential incoherence (i.e., phantom adjacency; see also Garcia & Jacobs, 1999 ) is given in (16) Both the first and second TU produced by B relate to A's first question, whereas A simultaneously started a new conversational thread. As a consequence, the first topic is abandoned; the question posed by B in TU2 remains unanswered. B also produces the next TU, but this utterance is a response to A's second question. The DM utterance is the last utterance relating to the first conversational thread; it was therefore classified as turn-final.
Another characteristic example of turn management in IM is given in (17). In this example the speaker attempts to relinquish the turn to his addressee, who then fails to take the turn within the response time slot deemed appropriate by the speaker, in this case because she is writing down her working schedule. If the same dyad keeps the conversation going after such unsuccessful floor yielding, the DM utterance was coded as nonfinal. Turn management issues as the ones described in (16) and (17) are typical to IM; they do not apply to FTF communication. Yet, in spoken conversations speakers can for instance be interrupted, as in (18) By means of this interruption, B takes over A's turn. Although involuntarily, A's turn is over, by which the utterance containing toch is classified as turn-final. Such interruptions are less likely to occur in IM conversations because of their quasi-synchronic nature. Figure 3 illustrates the frequency distribution of the four DMs over the two syntactic positions in turn-final (top) and nonturn-final (bottom) TCUs/utterances. It can be seen that the proportion of utterance-final eigenlijk, toch, dan, and dus occurrences is higher at turn endings compared with nonfinal TCUs/utterances; this is again confirmed by a statistical analysis (x 2 (1, n ¼ 800) ¼ 17.1, p , .001).
A multivariate analysis of utterance-final DMs
The data above suggest that both medium type and turn endings correlate with the syntactic position of DMs in a similar way: DMs occur in utterance-final position more often in IM compared with FTF and occur in utterance-final position more at turn-final than at nonturn-final points in the conversation. In this section we investigate how these factors interact in accounting for the syntactic position of DMs, as illustrated in Figure 4 .
It can be seen from Figure 4 that the proportion of utterance-final DMs is smallest in nonturn-final TCUs/utterances in FTF conversations and largest at turn endings in IM conversations; the correlation between turn ending and syntactic position does not seem to differ between IM and FTF communication. Regression models make it possible to assess the partial effects of multiple factors, hence to simultaneously test multiple hypotheses in one model (Jaeger, 2011) . Therefore, we built a mixed-effects binary logistic regression model (see also Baayen, 2008; Jaeger, 2011) 10 : This statistical model predicts the (log-transformed) odds of a DM occurring in utterance-final over nonfinal (initial or medial) position on the basis of medium (FTF vs. IM), turn ending (turn-final utterance vs. nonturn-final utterance), and their interaction. The model includes random intercepts for DM and conversation to account for idiosyncratic differences between the four DMs and speaker-specific preferences in DM positioning. Binary variables were centered to avoid potential multicollinearity effects (see also Baayen, 2008; Jaeger, 2011) . 11 We found a significant main effect of medium (b ¼ .98, SE ¼ .24, p , .001): the probability of an utterancefinal (over a nonfinal) DM in an IM conversation is (inverse log of 1.06 ¼ ) almost three times the probability of a TCU-final (over a nonfinal) DM in a FTF conversation. We also found a significant main effect of turn ending (b ¼ .81, SE ¼ .24, p , .001): the odds of utterance-final over nonfinal DMs occurring at turn endings is more than twice the odds of utterance-final over nonfinal DMs at points where the turn is not taken. The turn ending by medium interaction effect was statistically not significant (b ¼ -.63, SE ¼ .43, p ¼ .15): The probability of a DM in utterance-final position at turn endings is not significantly larger in IM than in FTF communication. 10 The model was fit using the glmer function from the lmerTest package (Kuznetsova et al., 2014) , building on the lme4 package (Bates et al., 2014) in R (version 3.1.1; R Core Team, 2014 
Discussion
The results of our corpus-based analysis of the function of four DMs in FTF and IM communication show a correlation between their syntactic position and turn-transitions. More precisely, the probability of utterance-final DMs is higher when they occur at the end of a turn, both in FTF and IM conversations. Our findings suggest that DMs in utterance-final position are a way for the speaker to signal that his or her turn is over and that the floor is open to the addressee. In contrast to our expectations, however, this strategy to explicitly signal the end of turn by using an utterance-final DM is not significantly more frequent in IM than in FTF conversations. In other words, the lack of gaze, gesture, or intonation is not compensated in IM by an increase in utterance-final DM use. A possible explanation for this unexpected result is that IM interlocutors make use of other turn management means that are unique to IM. One such means could be the "is typing" indicator in IM programs, which signal that someone has not finished his or her turn and hence is holding the floor. The absence of this "is typing" information, then, could be interpreted as a signal that the interlocutor's turn is over. To investigate this question further, however, more detailed log files would be needed to study the time lapse between turns in presence or absence of specific turn management signals (see below). To our knowledge, this is the first corpus-based quantitative investigation of the relation between the syntactic position of DMs and turn-taking mechanisms across media. As of yet, evidence on the relation between syntactic position and turn-taking mostly stems from qualitative analyses of individual DMs (but see Fischer, 2000b) . In this study, we investigated 800 utterances, containing one of four DMs, produced by multiple speakers across multiple conversations. This enabled us to exclude the possibility that the patterns we found can be ascribed to speaker-specific preferences or DM-specific frequencies for particular syntactic positions. In addition, neither the FTF nor the IM data were collected for our specific research purpose, which minimizes the possibility that the results be ascribed to task-related strategies. By focusing mainly on the syntactic properties of TCUs and utterances, we were able to make a direct comparison between FTF and IM data, thereby necessarily glossing over (though not fully abandoning) the idiosyncrasies of each medium. A shortcoming of this quantitative analysis, which is based on corpus data rather than log files, is that fine-grained information on timing of interventions, for example, whether conversational partners respond immediately or whether there are long time lapses between the contributions, and about what the conversational partners are actually doing online is missing. We believe this has had no impact on the objectives and results of the present study, but it is possible that other (turn-related) phenomena are traceable only on the basis of (more detailed) log files (see, e.g., the studies by Berglund, 2009; Garcia & Jacobs, 1999) .
Rather than concentrating on a single DM, we selected four DMs with relatively diverse semantics. Studies of individual DMs have independently shown the importance of syntactic position for their turn-taking function, but it is difficult to filter out the effect of semantics on their position and interpretation. By investigating the syntactic behavior of multiple DMs in one study, we have tried to get a better understanding of the function of the utterance-final position, regardless of DM-specific semantics. In line with Fischer (2000b) , we found that none of the four DMs functions as a turn-taking signal per se; rather, it is their syntactic (final) position that enhances this interpretation (albeit stronger for some DM than for others).
We did not have a specific hypothesis regarding differences in effect strength between the four DMs. On the basis of visual inspection of Figure 1 , dus seems to occur in utterance-final position less often than the other three DMs; also, we saw differences in general syntactic tendencies between the DMs. It follows that other factors must play a predominant role in the syntactic positioning of DMs. What these factors are lies outside the scope of this article, but we suggest that informationstructuring mechanisms are probably predominantly at play, even in dialogic contexts. Schourup (1999, p. 233) relates the initial position of DMs "to their 'superordinate' use to restrict the contextual interpretation of an utterance." Thus, discourse connectives in utterance-initial position indicate very early on how the relation between two segments should be interpreted (see also Haselow, 2011) and more generally how the upcoming discourse content has to be connected coherently to preceding contents (see also Diessel, 2005; Lenk, 1998; Virtanen, 2004, pp. 80 -81) . This explanation is compatible with the diachronic evolution of such markers that evolved from clause-internal adverbials to (left-)peripheral discourse-structuring devices over time (see also Degand & Fagard, 2011; Evers-Vermeul, 2010; Traugott & Dasher, 2002 , for illustrations in French, Dutch, and English, respectively). It also conforms to Degand's (2014) study comparing the use of utterance-initial and utterance-final donc ('so') and alors ('then') in spoken French: She reports that in initial position these DMs function mainly as argumentative and metadiscursive connectives and only in 28% as turn-takers, whereas they fulfill a turn-yielding function in 77% of the cases in utterance-final position.
We found the overall proportion of utterance-final DMs to be higher in IM than in FTF conversations. As utterance-final particles have been shown to be characteristic for spoken language (Watts, 1988) , this increased use of utterance-final DMs in IM could be regarded as additional evidence for the claim that IM is more like speech than like writing (Baron, 1998 (Baron, , 2010 Crystal, 2001) . Following Haselow (2012, p. 183) , we believe that "the absence or little frequent occurrence of final particles in writing results from the different requirements imposed upon speakers in the online production of speech in interaction"; an observation which can be extended to online CMC interaction. Research into the diachronic change of natural languages has amply demonstrated that language change follows from language in use (see Croft, 2000; Traugott, 2010) . In other words, linguistic expressions and constructions "emerge, evolve, and accumulate modifications over historical time as human beings use them with one another and adapt them to changing communicative circumstances" (Tomasello, 2003, p. 8) . CMC is such a changing communicative circumstance. Several studies have indeed shown that IM exhibits medium-specific linguistic features. Randall (2002) cites the increased use of emoticons, acronyms, and abbreviations in IM, with the purpose of getting users' "thoughts and feelings across" and "help enhance the message" (Randall, 2002, p. 41) . At the same time, IM conversations are characterized by reduced attention to (conventional) grammar and spelling, "speech-like openings and closings, [and . . . ] numerous forms of emphasis (all-caps, asterisks, etc.) in an attempt to get the recipient to read the message as if it was spoken" (p. 42). This finding is contradicted by Tagliamonte and Denis (2008) , who find that short forms, abbreviations, and emotional language constitute less than 3% of the data in their 1.5 M words Teenager IM corpus. They conclude that IM is a hybrid form of language that demonstrates a "blend of features," using a mix of formal, informal, and highly colloquial variants, including many innovations, and hence "providing evidence that IM is a medium on the forefront of change" (Tagliamonte & Denis, 2008, p. 25) . We suggest that the utterance-final use of DMs is an additional feature of IM language. As already mentioned, utterance-final DMs serve to express intersubjective meanings (see references in the Introduction), which include meanings other than turn management ones (see also Beeching & Detges, 2014b; Brinton, 1996) , such as modal functions (Hansen, 1997) or common ground management (Haselow, 2012) . Like in speech, this final position seems "particularly suitable as a host place for such elements [i.e. particles/DMs] as the speaker's last opportunity to take influence on the processing of the message by the addressee after it is manifest to both participants and before a transition of speaker roles or the topic take/s place" (Haselow, 2012, pp. 202 -203) .
Conclusion
In this article we examined turn-transition mechanisms in two types of unplanned (quasi-) synchronous communication, that is, IM and spontaneous FTF conversations. We hypothesized that DMs in utterance-final position play a role as turn-transition devices. In addition, we expected this turn-yielding role of DMs to be more important in CMC than in FTF conversations because of the affordances of the medium. The results of our quantitative corpus study did not completely confirm our hypotheses. In our endeavor "to understand how conversational participants signal to each other that they desire to yield or take the turn" (Taboada, 2006, p. 354) , we found that utterance-final DMs function as turn-yielders in IM and FTF interaction, suggesting that conversation management is essentially similar in both media.
What remains to be investigated is whether IM has also developed (or is developing) turntransition mechanisms that are unique to its communicative idiosyncrasies. A case in point is multithreading, which was not prominent in the current data set but could lead to a higher frequency of CMC-specific discourse phenomena (e.g., phantom adjacency). Language being functional and tailored to the language users' needs, we expect language to adapt to different communicative settings, which might give rise to the emergence of medium-specific linguistic constructions. As Tudini (2014, p. 1) states it: "While users innovatively adapt to new online environments, technological resources and artifacts such as computers and communication software inevitably modify interaction, depending on constraints and affordances of the medium." This is actually already the case in CMC with the creative use of emoticons, acronyms, abbreviations, and the like (Varnhagen et al., 2010) , some of which have been shown to take up discourse-structuring functions (Uygur-Distexhe, 2012) . Therefore, the question whether CMC is more like speaking or writing is probably becoming irrelevant and outdated. Rather, we should expect to find patterns of language use and conversational structures that are different from both spoken and written interaction, tuned to the specific communicative affordances (Hutchby, 2001 ) of varied forms of computer-mediated interaction.
